1 texts is only the first step, leading to "truer" historical analysis-I play the literary game for its own sake. But in order to do the work that I want to do with biblical texts, I need the historians: I need the historians to tell me about the social and historical context in which biblical texts were created; I need the historians to tell me about institutions, family life, religion, and power. And I would like the historians to be able to do so without getting trapped into the circular arguments endemic to biblical studies.
So, I will step outside the circle. I will bring in the outside element, the comparative element that both unsettles and clarifies, that gives us another way into the problem, that gives us perhaps an entirely different problem. In fact, I will bring in two outside elements: one is the Xenophontic corpus from the late classical/early Hellenistic world; the other is the discussion of genre theory. I will try to begin to develop a theory of genre that will work for an analysis of ancient texts; I will test this theory on one body of texts, the Xenophontic corpus; I will then apply it to selected biblical texts. By developing the genre theory, I hope to avoid simple "parallelomania." Eventually, I will arrive at some preliminary conclusions about biblical texts and historical writing. This entire study is both preliminary and programmatic-many of its assertions will need to be demonstrated more clearly in the future.
The genre theory that I will be working on will be based in the work of Mikhail Bakhtin. Form criticism is still the primary way of looking at genre in biblical studies, and Bakhtin's work is very useful in starting to look at other conceptions of genre. It is precisely because Bakhtin was working in the early to mid-part of the twentieth century that his work is so useful-he was well aware of and reactive to "form" criticism in its early manifestations in the critical world. His reactions (or his circle's) against Russian Formalism are helpful in formulating a non-formal theory of genre. Traditional form criticism, with its insistence on locating the original Sitz im Leben, actually hinders our understanding of biblical texts for historical or historiographical use. Although form criticism also originally insisted on the study of the transformation of the genre through time, 3 form criticism as it has been practiced in the last part of the twentieth century has been consistent in looking at original social situation and context. A theory of genre that is flexible enough to analyze a biblical text diachronically is one that I hope to begin to develop in the following pages. I will try to show how it might be used in the analysis of biblical texts at the end of the present study. The full implications will 1 have to be spelled out elsewhere; nonetheless, I think there is enough material at this point to make a beginning.
Literary Genres
One of the problems plaguing any work with Bakhtin and genre is that Bakhtin did not develop any abstract system of genres. In fact, Bakhtin rejected both systems and radical relativism. 4 In the early work of the Bakhtin circle (exemplified by Medvedev's The Formal Method in Literary Scholarship, 5 often the only work of the Bakhtin circle cited by genre theorists), there are programmatic comments about genre. However, in the works solely authored by Bakhtin there are analytical or applied comments on specific texts, with no general framework laid out. 6 Although Bakhtin made comments about genre in many of his works, for anything close to a definable statement, we should turn to Problems of Dostoevsky's Poetics (hereafter PDP), "The Problem of Speech Genres" (hereafter "Speech"), and "The Problem of the Text" (hereafter "Text"). 7 In PDP, Bakhtin begins his discussion of genre by suggesting that:
A literary genre, by its very nature, reflects the most stable, "eternal" tendencies in literature's development. Always preserved in a genre are undying elements of the archaic. True, these archaic elements are preserved in it only thanks to their constant renewal, which is to say, their contemporization. A genre is always the same and yet not the same, always old and new simultaneously. Genre is reborn and renewed at every new stage in the development of literature and in every individual work of a given genre. This constitutes the life of the genre. Therefore 1 even the archaic elements preserved in a genre are not dead but eternally alive; that is, archaic elements are capable of renewing themselves. A genre lives in the present, but always remembers its past, its beginning. Genre is a representative of creative memory in the process of literary development. 8 I have quoted this passage at length because I think that there are several parts of it that should be explored in more detail, and that have relevance to the discussion of ancient genre. Bakhtin began his own commentary on this passage by describing his understanding of the sources of the novelistic genre: the coalescing of a variety of primary genres that all had their roots in classical antiquity. 9 His discussion of these genres and their change over time and their eventual use in the rise of the novel is complex. But what might be of interest to us is that "history" or "historiography" is not one of the genres that he saw contributing to the novel. Perhaps this is because historiography is in itself a complex secondary genre, like the novel.
In PDP, Bakhtin's discussion of the development of genres comes with his discussion of the social conditions or formations that prompted or embodied the various generic mutations.
10
The social context of genre formation is important. Its corollary is that the uniqueness of social context leads to uniqueness of genre. Evelyn Cobley points out that since Bakhtin saw genre as an unrepeatable event, genre groupings do not seem possible in his thought. 11 For those writing about Bakhtin and genre, an important feature to keep in mind is that for Bakhtin, literary genres carry wisdom. They are forms of thinking.
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They have a life of their own; they have a memory. Genre is central to creative memory in that a genre remembers its history. An author can uncover hidden meanings in a genre and unlock those potential meanings. 13 Tradition, normally seen as being restrictive, becomes a liberating force-respect for tradition allows the accumulated meanings of a genre to produce new Bakhtin is useful also in reminding us that all genres are ideological. 16 There is no such thing as a "neutral" genre. The construction, maintenance, mutation, transformation, and innovation of genre are shaped by ideological forces.
Form on its own is not a helpful criterion in determining genre. Although Bakhtin repeatedly emphasized the link between style and genre, 17 it is very difficult (if not impossible) to distinguish between historiography ("true") and novella ("not-true") on the basis of form alone.
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Form criticism has usually only been concerned with context of production of the smallest rhetorical units, and we need to begin to look at the genre of the greater rhetorical units, that is, the book as a whole, and the relationship between the various types of speech in the book.
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Bakhtin noted that, [P] rimary genres [i.e. small rhetorical units] are altered and assume a special character when they enter into complex ones. They lose their immediate relation to actual reality and to the real utterances of others… They enter into actual reality only via the novel as a whole, that is, as a literary-artistic event and not as everyday life… A one-sided orientation toward primary genres inevitably leads to a vulgarization of the entire problem. 20 So, where should we start in our development of an understanding of ancient genre? Each "example" of a genre is in fact an innovation of that genre, retaining the generic memory of its forbears, but innovating at the same time as it re-uses or relies upon that generic memory. The precise contours of the text within its genre are shaped by the social and political 14 25 Pomeroy argues that Xenophon was probably of the highest class in Athens (his family was at least of the second-highest class), and thus had a wealthy and privileged upbringing.
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Certainly the focus in his works on leadership, gentleman-farming, hunting, and other such upperclass occupations would suggest this, if nothing else. As Pomeroy points out, since Xenophon did not found a philosophical school or have a circle of followers, there was little inclination to preserve biographical details about him in antiquity.
That Xenophon seems to have worked in relative isolation, drawing upon the works of his predecessors for inspiration but rarely upon the works of his contemporaries, 27 may be of some importance to us. The impact that Xenophon had upon his successors may be gauged by the fact that none of his works have been lost. As Joel Farber describes, if Xenophon's Cyropaedia (and Agesilaus) did not directly become a handbook for Hellenistic rulers (a possibility he does not discount), then it certainly prefigured many Hellenistic theories about kingship. It is certainly possible to see the Cyropaedia as a handbook used by Hellenistic rulers; Farber cites several authors who have, but also notes that there has not been enough work done on the Hellenistic theorists about kingship in order to make any direct connections. 28 I suggested above that we should check for generic expectations that the ancient author might have had to address. One way into the question with respect to Xenophon and historiography can be found in M. J. Wheeldon's "True Stories." In this essay, he asks, "[W]hy did readers believe historians' accounts of the past when in many cases we know these accounts to have been fictitious? and how did this belief affect their evaluation of these texts as worthwhile objects?" 29 He suggests that at least by the late Republican period the generic expectation of historiography would have been two-fold: historiography would have had (1) an account of the past as it was and (2) an authorial preface vouching for the 25 truth of the author's account of the past 30 -features found already in Herodotus. Zola Marie Packman's analysis of the language of credulity and incredulity in Herodotus, Thucydides and Xenophon suggests that for Herodotus, incredulity on the part of characters within the Histories, and by implication the readers of the Histories, was the response to new and unfamiliar information, and that for Herodotus, the main problem he foresaw in his readers/hearers was their suspicion of evidence that did not conform with their pre-existing ideas. 31 Herodotus did not foresee that readers/hearers would simply accept the incredible on his authority-this is in marked contrast to later historians, whose statement of authority was considered sufficient for credibility. 32 His job, therefore, was not to eliminate erroneous information, but to make more information available.
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While Thucydides continued to use the same kind of language around the incredible to the same effect as Herodotus had, Xenophon did not. Packman notes that Xenophon did not seem to feel that there would be incredulity directed against him as a teller of the story, and suggests that the achievements of Herodotus and Thucydides allowed Xenophon not to have to plead for trust in his account. 34 However, the analysis of Wheeldon shows us that in later antiquity some effort went into establishing the author's authority. Xenophon therefore appears as an anomaly, and further analysis is needed on this issue. By later antiquity, it was expected that historiography would be written in the third person, even when the author was a witness to or protagonist in the events recounted. 35 In this respect, the genre-tradition that Xenophon shaped thus continued for many centuries after him.
Another way into the question of generic expectations is to examine Xenophon's works in relation to the works that he seems to have known and reflected. One feature that might be worthwhile to explore is his introductions. The Anabasis begins as follows: "Darius and Parysatis had two children; the elder was Artaxerxes and the younger was Cyrus. When Darius was sick and suspected that the end of his life was near, he wanted both of his children to be near him" (1.1.1). The chronology of winter and summer for military action is taken over from Thucydides, and the introductory meta de tauta presupposes an earlier story. This beginning sets up a generic expectation of Thucydidean historiography. Yet, as Vivienne Gray points out, this expectation is almost immediately refuted. 38 Turning to the Cyropaedia, we find a very clear introduction:
The consideration once occurred to us how many democracies have been overthrown by people wanting to be governed by any other means than democracy; again, how many monarchies and how many oligarchies before this have been abolished by the people… When we considered that Cyrus the Persian, who acquired for himself the obedience of a great many people… Since we believe this man to be worthy of wonder, we have examined who he was by birth… (1.1.1-6) Similarly we find in the Memorabilia, "I have often wondered by what arguments those who indicted Socrates persuaded the Athenians that it was right for him to die for the polis…" (1.1.1); and in the Oeconomicus, "I once heard him discuss the subject of estate management in the following way" (1.1). The point, I think, should be clear: Xenophon knew how to frame an introduction, and if one was generally expected in historiography (as seems likely from the fifth-century sources), he could have provided it. Clearly he chose not to, so either the Anabasis and the Hellenica are not historiographies or they are, and Xenophon was 38. Gray, Character, 2-6. 1 playing with the generic expectation or perhaps drawing on generic memory.
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Playing with generic expectation seems to me to be most likely: Gray has outlined the various reasons why this might be so in the Hellenica, suggesting that Xenophon's generic model might have been Herodotus, not Thucydides (I think the implication would be that Xenophon deliberately set up the Hellenica in order to play between the two authors); 40 and the introduction of the Anabasis seems to me to be not unlike the causal events described in Herodotus 1.1 (after the proem) or Herodotus's epic predecessor Homer in the Iliad (1.10ff. ).
An index of the relationship between Xenophon and his predecessors is Xenophon's use of the term legetai, "it is said." In the Cyropaedia, it is used primarily in Books 1 and 8, those books in which Xenophon covers the same ground about Cyrus's life as had been covered previously by Herodotus and Ctesias. It is almost always used where there are competing versions to his story. An example of this is Cyrus's ancestry: about Cyrus's father, Xenophon says that he "is said (legetai) to have been Cambyses, king of the Persians" (1.2.1). This takes care of Herodotus, for whom Cambyses is the father, but not a king (Hdt. 1.107). It also takes care of Ctesias, for whom Cambyses is not the father (FGrH 90 F 66.3). 41 Thus, it is not said by everyone. With regard to Cyrus's mother, Xenophon says that "it is generally agreed (homologeitai)" that it was Mandane, daughter of Astyages (1.2.1): this statement thus agrees with Herodotus (Hdt. 1.108) and disputes the position of Ctesias (FGrH 688 F 9.1). Thus, it is not generally agreed. At the end of the work, in 8.6.19-20, we are told that Cyrus is said to have collected his army and gone off to campaign against the other nations he had not already conquered, as well as Egypt. Cyrus's successors to Cyrus himself, reflected in the Cyropaedia.
43
It is important to note that rather than simply reporting that these campaigns took place, Xenophon uses the word legetai, thus emphasizing the existence of those other accounts. Hirsch has suggested that the use (three times) of legetai in Cyr. 8.6.20-22 is contrary to Xenophon's normal practice and it indicates that Xenophon was only reporting something he had heard, a tradition, rather than simply stating it as a fact. 44 I would note that of the 32 uses of legetai in the Cyropaedia, 25 are used by the narrator of a tradition about Cyrus, and these are found largely in Book 1 and Book 8. 45 It is as if, by the use of legetai, Xenophon were saying that he knows his narrative opposes other texts, and he is thus both acknowledging that other positions exist and that his position opposes them. This ideological positioning within the text-continuum allows us to see the operation of genre: the Cyropaedia is the representation of one side of a dialogue, the dialogue being the favourite form of the Socratic philosophers, including Xenophon himself. The other side of the dialogue is implied, but not expressed.
When we look at Xenophon's use of legetai in the Anabasis and the Hellenica, as well as in the Memorabilia, we find many fewer uses, and used generally very differently. In the Anabasis, it is used almost exclusively to refer to mythical events or to proverbs (so in 1.2.8, 9, 13; 1.8.6; 3.4.11; 3.5.15; 5.7.7; 6.2.1, 2). The places where it is not are quite interesting (1.2.14; 1.8.24, 28; 2.6.29), and are more like the uses in the Cyropaedia; I will explore its use in 1.8, the account of the death of Cyrus the Younger, as its use here is juxtaposed with Xenophon's only named source (in his entire corpus of work). In 1.8.24, we are told that in the final battle, Cyrus the Younger defeated the king's picked troops, and that "it is said (legetai) he killed with his own hand their commander Artagerses." This depiction of Cyrus the Younger's ability is quite consonant with the picture of him throughout the Anabasis. I would suggest that the use of this word here indicates that Xenophon knew of contrary versions, but chose not to present them. The support for this can be drawn from the death of Cyrus the Younger's favourite attendant: "It is said (legetai) that Artapatas, the most trusted of his staff-bearers, when he saw Cyrus fallen, leapt down from his horse to embrace him. And some say (hoi men phasi) that the king ordered someone to slay him, but 43 46 and so he can give two versions of the story (notably using phasi, not legetai). Thus it is precisely because he is not refuting another position that he can quote Ctesias (as a physician, not as a historian 47 ) in 1.8.26 and 27. There are fewer uses of legetai in the Hellenica and the Memorabilia, and I believe they can be shown to follow the same general pattern as the Anabasis, although I will not argue it in detail here. Gray's recent article on the citations in the Hellenica and the Anabasis does deal with some of these issues. 48 The disputatious use of legetai in An. 1.8, paralleling its use in the Cyropaedia, may indicate the irruption of another generic usage into the Anabasis, not unlikely when we consider that in many ways the depiction of Cyrus the Younger in the Anabasis and Cyrus in the Cyropaedia are similar. 49 When we compare Xenophon's use of legetai with Herodotus's and Thucydides', the pattern is striking. Thucydides makes use of the term in much the same way as Xenophon in the Anabasis, Hellenica, and Memorabilia, in referring to the legendary past, oracular answer, and to the inner thoughts of persons whose actions are then reported. The disputatious use of the Cyropaedia is not paralleled. Herodotus's use of the term is very frequent (over one hundred occurrences). He seems to have used the term to present material that he did not necessarily believe to be true, but that should be presented nonetheless (and which could possibly be true). An example might be about the funeral practices of the Magi: "I know and can say in truth these [previous] things about them; however, it is said (legetai) secretly and not clearly, thus about the dead…" (1.140.1). This should be contrasted with Herodotus's common formulation for source citation, legousi (hoi), which while occasionally used as functionally equivalent to legetai, is more usually paired with a specific subject (the "locals," the "Egyptians," etc.), and which occurs twice as many times as legetai. Detlev Fehling's well-known work on 46 Herodotus's sources focuses primarily on the formula legousi, 50 and he could conclude that there were three main principles behind the use of Herodotus's source citations: the principle of citing the obvious source, the principle of maintaining credibility, and the principle of regard for party bias. 51 He also concluded that Herodotus could invent a source citation when it suited his literary purposes-a conclusion that has led Fehling's work to be used (or described) as questioning the usefulness of Herodotus for historical research.
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This is a debate I do not want to enter here, except to note that the debate runs exactly parallel to the one this Seminar is engaged in, and that Fowler's comment about Herodotus's vs. Thucydides' authorial voice might be pertinent here: "The absence of [voice] markers is no guarantee of objectivity; by the same token, a plethora of markers does not imply an historian who is allowing his own personality to get in the way of his job." 53 However, I would suggest that the use of legetai is probably part and parcel with Herodotus's anxiety about incredulity that I mentioned above. I should make it clear here that I am not discussing this term in hopes of deriving something about historical methodology (perhaps the most obvious result of the discussion), but rather generic expectations.
When we tie the analysis of legetai together with Packman's analysis of the vocabulary of incredulity, it becomes clear that Xenophon was aware of the generic expectations of using legetai when he wrote (at least) the Anabasis and the Hellenica, although he chose to innovate within the genre by occasionally using the term to cast doubt on the versions he was not presenting. Innovation rather than imitation is in fact typical of Xenophon's works; Gray has analyzed his relationship with wisdom literature in some detail. 54 The use of legetai also brings up another feature of Xenophon's relationship to his sources: Bernhard Huss notes that, in his works, Xenophon does not merely quote previous authors, but uses those ele- 1 ments for his own purposes to create his own literary work. 55 Huss makes this note about the Symposium, but Due, James Tatum, and Deborah Levine Gera have made similar observations about the Cyropaedia: Tatum's analysis of the relationship between Xenophon's account of Croesus and Cyrus and Herodotus's is particularly helpful in this regard; although Gera disputes almost every part of this analysis, I think it is the most convincing one. 56 Finally, the use of legetai brings up the question of genre again for Xenophon's three long works. I have shown how legetai was used by Xenophon in the Anabasis and the Hellenica in manners consistent with or in conversation with previous historiographic works (Herodotus and Thucydides). I have also indicated how Xenophon's use of legetai in the Cyropaedia is not consistent with the use in Herodotus and Thucydides, and is in fact an almost disputatious use, indicating where the opposing side of a dialogue has been omitted. This of course is much more consonant with the Socratic dialogue, as I indicated. The Cyropaedia has had an interesting history in terms of genre-reception (the discussions in Due, Gera, and Tatum give an outline); but for our purposes what is most interesting is that both historians and political philosophers in the academy today use this work. I refer to the works of Hirsch and Christopher Nadon, respectively.
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It is not just that a work can simultaneously belong to more than one genre (although that is one possibility); it is that a work can bring out the genre memory carried within the genre.
Before turning to a discussion of biblical literary genres, we need to give some attention to that other facet of a Bakhtinian understanding of genre: social situation and context. Xenophon worked in relative literary isolation: he does not seem to have been current with fourth-century literature, preferring instead to innovate from fifth-century literature. He was a citizen-soldier, then mercenary, then country gentleman. He founded no school, had no disciples, and yet all of his works have been preserved. Much has been made (both in antiquity and today) of the perceived rivalry between Xenophon and Plato, although the rivalry may be created by us, the readers of the texts, placing them in dialogic relationship. That they did know each other's works is fairly clear: Xenophon certainly made use of Plato's Symposium while writing his own, and Plato commented in somewhat a derogatory fashion about Xenophon's depiction of Cyrus in the Laws (694c); Tatum suggests that in two parts of the Laws (643e-644a; 693e-696b), Plato was responding in detail to the arguments of Xenophon in the Cyropaedia. 58 I think what is important for us to note about Xenophon's context is his relative isolation. He innovated because he had the freedom to do so.
Biblical Literary Genres
In the biblical tradition, very rarely do we get anything like a statement of the purpose of the book. One text that does provide such a statement is Qohelet (1:12-18); of course, this book is traditionally dated late by scholars, and is often held up as one with clear marks of Hellenistic philosophic influence. However, as Michael Fox points out, the most noteworthy parallels between Qohelet and Hellenistic philosophy may be the ones that are least easy to prove. 59 Here again we have a rebellion against the vague search for Hellenistic parallels. Perhaps the genre route might be more fruitful. I shall take a small example, ignoring for reasons of space the wider literature on ancient Near Eastern wisdom. The introduction to Qohelet is really a double one: first a poetic statement of the argument preceded by a short introduction to the speaker and the theme of the book (1:1-11), and then a prose statement by the (implied) author about his reasons for his work, in which he quotes (or creates) two proverbs (1:12-18). As I noted, this second introduction is really quite unusual for a biblical text. The entire introduction, however, bears close examination in terms of its generic relationship. The poetic statement of the argument seems to be patterned formally on texts like Prov 1 (and both Ben Sira and the Wisdom of Solomon continued to use that generic form). It sets up the expectation of a certain kind of work. However, just as Xenophon's Hellenica played with the form of Thucydides' History, so the beginning of Qohelet begins to overturn generic expectation. Instead of a panegyric to the value of wisdom, we have the opposite. Instead of the panegyric leading into a collection of proverbs, we have the non-panegyric leading into the (implied) author's declaration of the origins of his work. So is the book wisdom? Yes, it is-it is playing within the genre of wisdom literature. Removed from the generic expectations, the book would make no sense at all.
Finally, I reach historiography. Since in my discussion of Xenophon's works I discussed the introductions to the works as part of generic expectations, I will do the same here. I will use another series of small examples here, resisting the temptation to look at the DtH, since where the "beginning" of the DtH might be is not entirely clear to me. Ezra begins quite simply: "In the first year of Cyrus, the king of Persia, in order to fulfill the word of Yhwh from the mouth of Jeremiah, Yhwh stirred up the spirit of Cyrus, the king of Persia…" (1.1). Here is where I bring in the diachronic aspect of genre. To readers today, this introduction looks like "historiography": it gives a date and an action. The influence of the divine on the action is not, of course, something that we would consider appropriate history writing, but we are perfectly willing to make allowances for the practices of people in another time and place. 60 It looks like historiography to us precisely because we have been schooled in the generic understanding of Thucydides as to what historiography should look like. It is so "common-sense" to us that we cannot conceive of it any other way. But it does not look like the introductions to any of the "historical" books elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible. It does look like the introduction to Esther: "It happened in the days of Ahasuerus, that Ahasuerus who was ruling from India to Cush, over one hundred and twenty seven provinces" (Esth 1.1). And it does look like the introduction to Ruth: "It happened in the days of the judges that there was a famine in the land" (Ruth 1.1). The difference is that Ezra has that definite temporal marker, the first year of Cyrus. So, then, are Esther and Ruth playing with the generic expectations of historiography? But then what about Daniel: "In the third year of the rule of Jehoiakim, king of Judah, Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, came to Jerusalem and attacked it" (Dan 1.1)? Is Daniel also playing with the generic expectations of historiography? And of course, dating events by any means does not mean that a text is historiographic, or even that this is a formal marker of historiography (e.g. Isa 6.1: "In the year King Uzziah died, I saw the Lord sitting upon a throne…."). Form here is our enemy, as Sternberg pointed out (above). But looking at generic 60. On Xenophon's innovation with respect to the impact of the divine in history, see Frances Skoczylas Pownall, "Condemnation of the Impious in Xenophon's Hellenica," HTR 91 (1998): 251-77. 1 expectations and genre memory may help us out. Ezra(-Nehemiah) may be a generic innovation, working within yet at the same time expanding and renewing an already-existing genre of historiography. Or it may be part of entirely different generic horizon, operating within a different set of generic expectations.
If we consider the texts that are often designated as the "Primary History" as historiography (for the sake of argument), then we can see a certain set of generic expectations when we compare those texts to Chronicles, which quotes or uses those texts extensively. 61 To take one limited example, it is reasonably clear that some kind of reference to books that contained more information was required for a historiography. We can see this simply by the fact that the Chronicler's references to these books almost always occur at exactly the same point in the story as they do in Kings; it is simply the name of the book that has been changed. H. G. M. Williamson points out that there are two places in Chronicles where this pattern is not followed: 1 Chr 29:29 and 2 Chr 35:26-27. 62 The fact that such a reference is created for 1 Chr 29:29, when no such reference occurs in the Samuel-Kings accounts of David's reign, suggests very strongly that this was the generic expectation, made consistent throughout Chronicles. Perhaps references such as these serve the same function as legetai does. Which function of legetai is open for discussion: the reporting of additional information of Herodotus, the reporting of proverbial or unattested information of Thucydides, or the disputatious use of the Cyropaedia? I do not want to pick one for now, although if pressed, I would opt for the disputatious use, given the transformative, dialogic structure of Chronicles as a whole. 63 Another example may be made of the genealogies. The fact that Chronicles begins with nine chapters of largely genealogical information should be a clue of some importance. The books of the Torah all contain genealogical information to a greater or lesser extent; Genesis (for example), punctuates the story with genealogies. Perhaps the generic 1 expectation the Chronicler is playing with here is the placement of the genealogies: rather than punctuating the narrative, they are grouped together at the beginning of the book. The function of the genealogies at the beginning of Ionian historiographic works has been studied as it might relate to Chronicles. 64 Certainly, Chronicles is made up of a wide variety of speech genres: it includes genealogies, lists, hymns, prayers, large portions of other works, levitical speeches, and so on. These are the speech genres that Bakhtin would describe as being "primary," that is, the simplest kind. They may be imitations of texts that arise in a "life setting," but they are not related to reality except in an artistic way. The novel, as a complex secondary speech genre, is made up of primary genres. I wondered above if historiography would similarly be a complex secondary speech genre. Whether or not it is "historiography" (although we are assuming that for the sake of the argument), Chronicles is a complex of speech genres. So too, of course, are books like Genesis, Exodus, or Judges. Thus, the issue would be how can we tell one complex secondary speech genre from another? Or, how can we tell a novel apart from historiography? I argued in a previous work that because Chronicles looks like a novel, we can use Bakhtinian methods to analyze it. 65 In that work I was not interested in telling a novel and historiography apart.
A final example from Chronicles might be the beginning of the narrative proper in 1 Chr 10. The narrative begins mid-stream, as it were, beginning at the end of a story that is already clearly presupposed by the rest of the book. In this way the action of the book begins no differently from a book such as Deuteronomy. Deuteronomy includes a narrative recapitulation of the "back-story" (Deut 1-4); Chronicles alludes to the back-story without ever making it explicit. 66 The expectation of the genre did not include a firmly and absolutely dated beginning point for the action. In this way, of course, Chronicles is not unlike either the Anabasis or (especially) the Hellenica, by beginning the story with the presupposition that the back-story is already known to the readers/hearers.
If these markers of generic expectations of what we are calling "historiography" are reliable, then Ezra is an innovation within the genreand it may not be the only example, and depending on the relative dating 1 of other Persian and Hellenistic period books, may not be such an innovation after all. However, it is an innovation in just the "right" kind of ways for us to understand it as historiography today. What kinds of social contexts or social situations might have led to this change? When, for example, would precisely marking the time of the beginning of the action have become so important? When would making a clear introduction to the action of the story have become so important, rather than leaving it implied or spelled out within the story itself? Clearly, the innovation of Chronicles, grouping all the genealogies together at the beginning, was one that did not endure, as Ezra-Nehemiah has genealogies and lists scattered in various places. However, the question of sources or additional material is one that Ezra (and Nehemiah) deals with differently than Chronicles had. Rather than referring the reader to another book (and thus alluding to material that is omitted from the account), Ezra includes the material by quoting letters and memoirs. The Chronicler was confident enough in his/her own authority as author that such other material could be omitted. Perhaps for Ezra we are looking at an author who is not certain about his/her own authority. Perhaps we are looking at an individual, working in relative isolation, creating a text from texts (written and oral) about the founders of the post-exilic Yehud community. 67 The text works within a certain generic expectation, and can therefore take on the power of that expectation. The power of the genre now becomes apparent. Whether or not we want to call this genre "historiography" is beside the point.
Biblical Historiography-A Conclusion?
Having spent a great deal of time outlining my understanding of genre and how this relates to the Xenophontic corpus raises the question of the use of Xenophon for biblical studies. The easiest thing to do would be to simply compare the biblical texts to texts from the Xenophontic corpus. Certainly this could be done (and in certain cases has been): EzraNehemiah to the Anabasis, Kings to the Hellenica, Ben Sira to the Agesilaus, Chronicles to the Cyropaedia, Proverbs to the Socratic works (Oeconomicus, Memorabilia, Symposium). 
